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To assess country-level priorities for the AgriLAC 
Resiliente Regional Integrated Initiative, we first map the 
key challenges addressed by the initiative onto the One 
CGIAR impact areas. We then analyze specific indicators 
around each of the impact areas across all relevant 
countries in the region. Next, across all impact areas, we 
synthesize a set of country-level priorities that will form an 
initial list of priority geographies. These initial priorities are 
then assessed against stakeholder consultations to derive 
a final set of initiative priorities. Table 1 shows the three 
major challenges addressed by the AgriLAC Resiliente 
initiative, and their relationship with each of the impact 
areas.  
Table 1. Relationship between AgriLAC Resiliente’s challenges 
and One CGIAR impact areas. 
Challenge  Impact area 
mapping  
First, increasing vulnerability of agri-food sys-
tems is worsening social inequality and un-
leashing unprecedented migration, especially 
of young people.   
IA4 (climate), IA2 (pov-
erty) and IA3 (gen-
der)   
  
Second, agri-food systems are a major driver 
of diet-related health problems and ecosys-
tems transformation in LAC, where the preva-
lence of obesity and undernourishment con-
tinues to rise. Nicaragua has the highest rates 
(29% and 17% respectively).   
IA1 (FS & nutrition)  
Third, LAC is crucial to preservation of biodi-
versity and to critical ecosystem services. 
With 30% of the planet’s renewable water re-
serves, arable soils, and biodiversity (FAO, 
2020), LAC’s prevailing resource-intensive ag-
ricultural production model is threatening this 
global function.   
IA5 (environment)  
  
For each impact area (IA), we defined a set of indicators to 
guide the prioritization process, as follows,   
 For IA1 (nutrition, health, and food security), we use 
the number of children under five years old in rural 
areas. This is calculated based on geospatial data 
from the Institute for Health Metrics and Evaluation 
(IHME) Local Burden of Disease data on 
undernutrition (LBD Collaborators, 2020). We multiply 
spatially explicit underweight prevalence data by the 
number of rural inhabitants as reported by 
WorldPop.org1, and times the proportion of under 5-
year-old children per household.  
 For IA2 (poverty, livelihoods, and jobs), we use two 
indicators, namely, the number of rural people in 
extreme poverty (a direct measurement of poverty), 
and the total amount of maize production gap (a proxy 
measure for agricultural system performance). The 
number of rural people in extreme poverty is 
computed using the 2018 poverty headcount ratio at 
US$1.9 per day (2011 PPP) as reported at the 
subnational level by the World Bank (World Bank, 
2021), times the total rural population. The maize 
production gap is determined using yield gap data from 
Licker et al. (2010) times harvested area as reported 
by Monfreda et al. (2008).  
 For IA3 (gender), lack of data on social inclusion and 
gender dynamics and roles in decision making 
precluded a quantitative assessment. Hence, we 
reviewed the literature to identify countries where 
gender challenges are highly prevalent.   
 For IA4 (climate adaptation and mitigation), we use the 
total rural population exposed to climate hazards, 
the total value of crop and livestock production 
exposed to climate hazards, and the total greenhouse 
gas emissions (GHGe) from both animal- and plant-
based foods. The total rural population exposed to 
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climate hazards is computed in a country by counting 
how many people live in areas exposed to climate 
hazards using the hazards dataset of Ramirez-
Villegas et al., (2021). For value of production, we 
follow the same approach, but instead of population we 
add up crop (You et al., 2014) and livestock (Thornton 
and Herrero, 2010). For GHGe, we sum for each 
country total animal- and plant-based emissions from 
Xu et al. (2021).  
 For IA5 (environmental health and biodiversity), we 
use the total area of forest loss as reported by the 
Global Forest Watch2.  
We acknowledge that the set of indicators chosen here will 
tend to give weight to the larger countries but argue that 
this is valid because CGIAR investments should be 
prioritized in countries where there is a large potential for 
impact. A further consideration is whether this impact can 
be realized based on the ability and capacity of the CGIAR 
and partners to co-develop and scale innovation packages 
that address these issues. The latter is addressed 
separately through stakeholder consultations and 
participatory design.  
All indicators are calculated at the national level, for all 
countries in Latin America except Argentina, Chile, 
Uruguay, French Guiana, and the small Caribbean islands. 
This is because these areas are unlikely to be of either 
interest to CGIAR Funders (i.e., Uruguay, Chile, Argentina, 
French Guiana), or are too small to have any significant 
potential for impact. The small Caribbean islands also lack 
the necessary data for analysis. To develop overall 
initiative priorities, we ranked countries from for each 
indicator, and then averaged the rankings across all 
indicators. The resulting ranking provides an initial idea of 
geographic priorities that can then be discussed vis-à-vis 
CGIAR capacities and stakeholder demand.  
Initiative priorities 
Table 2 presents the overall initiative priorities. Brazil 
emerges as the highest priority in the region, primarily 
because it is also the largest country in the region. In Brazil, 
an estimated 3.4 million people live in extreme poverty, 52 
million people are exposed to climate hazards, and 60 
million ha have been deforested in the last 20 years 
(approximately 3 million ha per year, on average). Mexico, 
Colombia, and Peru are also at the top of the priority list, 
overall ranking second, third and fourth (respectively). 
Even though Mexico is geographically smaller than Brazil, 
it has greater agricultural production gaps than Brazil (25 
million ton in Mexico vs. 22.5 million ton in Brazil), and 
more people in extreme poverty. Colombia ranks third 
overall but has the second highest deforestation rate (233k 
ha per year approximately).   
An important finding of this analysis is that Guatemala, 
despite being one of the smallest countries in the region, 
ranks 5th across all dimensions. Notably, Guatemala ranks 
fourth (above Peru) on poverty and third (above Peru and 
Colombia) on production gaps. Guatemala shares many 
challenges with neighboring countries, namely, Honduras, 
El Salvador, and Nicaragua (what is referred to as the CA4 
region). Sharing several institutional, climate and socio-
economic challenges, these countries are part of the SICA 
(Central American Integration System), which provides a 
mechanism for cross-country collaboration, policy 
integration, and scaling of interventions. If these countries 
were treated as a group, they would rank second overall 
only after Brazil. Within the CA4, Guatemala and Honduras 
experience the most significant issues, and if treated 
together, would rank third overall (after Brazil and Mexico) 
and for most individual indicators.  
Regarding gender, which we were unable to include in the 
quantitative analysis, we find that Central America, and 
especially Guatemala, experience significant gender and 
social inequality (Bouroncle et al. 2019). Food insecurity 
and malnutrition remain a significant concern in the region. 
In CAL, one in ten children under five years of age is 
stunted; a quarter of adults is obese and around 22% of 
women of childbearing age suffer from anemia (FAO, 
PAHO, WFP and UNICEF, 2019). These statistics mask 
significant gaps across countries, territories within these 
countries and socio-economic groups. In Guatemala, 
nearly half of all children under five years old are stunted 
and in Honduras 23% of all children under 5 years are 
stunted – these percentages are significantly higher than 
the regional average stunting rate of less than 10% of all 
children under 5 years. Areas with high levels of 
malnutrition tend to be rural, remote, with less access to 
services and with high populations of indigenous and Afro-
descendent populations. Obesity is higher among women 
compared to men – 28 % versus 20% for men (FAO, 
PAHO, WFP and UNICEF, 2019).  High rates of 
malnutrition are closely linked to inequality, poverty, 
inadequate access to productive resources and 
information as well as high workloads especially among 
rural women.   
Gender gaps in labor participation, education and poverty 
remain high in LAC (ECLAC, 2016 STM-COMMCA, 2021). 
Some studies suggest that in rural areas in Latin America, 
around 40% of women do not have their own income and 
work instead as unpaid contributing workers on family 
farms and businesses. Women are overrepresented in 
unpaid work which makes up about 20% of their time, for 
indigenous women even more. When employed, women 
and girls work long working hours in poor working 
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conditions; they are more likely to be in the informal sector 
with limited access to social protection and in low-income 
occupations (Brito and Ivanovic, 2019).  
There are also significant gender gaps in access to 
productive resources ownership, less than a third of all 
landowners in Mexico and Paraguay are women but this 
number is only 20% in Nicaragua and 14% in Honduras. 
While 30 per cent of farms in Chile, are managed by a 
woman, only 8% of farms in Guatemala are female-led. 
Female-led farms tend to be smaller and on lower-quality 
land (Deere and Leon, 2003). Rural women frequently 
engage in a variety of farm activities, in addition to unpaid 
domestic and care work, but they are frequently not seen 
as farmers or decision-makers. As a result, they are 
undercounted in official statistics such as those based on 
the agricultural census (Deere and Leon, 2003; Twyman, 
Useche, & Deere, 2015) and potentially ignored by 
agricultural extension systems and denied access and 
benefits from climate de-risking options and information on 
how to increase the profitability of their agricultural 
activities.  
Women’s participation in agriculture and rural economies 
overall has gained increased visibility in the contexts of 
increased male rural outmigration across the region, 
leading some to suggest that agriculture in the region is 
increasing feminizing. This trend has been documented in 
countries of Central America and Mexico (Katz, 2003) but 
more research is needed. Countries with the highest 
populations of emigrants are Colombia (2 million) and El 
Salvador (1,3 million). Salvadorian migrants working 
abroad form an equivalent of 22.9 % of the whole 
population; this number if 11.7 % for Nicaragua, 8 % for 
Honduras, 6.4 % for Guatemala, and 4.8 % for Colombia 
(CEPAL). In 2017 more female (50.7 %) than male 
migrants were reported. One third of them were 
interregional migrants most of them for domestic services. 
Many are forced to migrate because of conflicts or 
disasters, human trafficking, sexual exploitation and a lack 
of decent employment opportunity in the sending 
countries. Female migrants or internally displaced women 
with their children face very specific challenges because of 
their gender, ethnic origin, or age. Young women represent 
three of five victims of human trafficking.  
The analysis and gender literature review suggest that 
Brazil, Mexico, Colombia, Peru and the CA4 countries 
should be the highest priorities. Based on CGIAR Funder 
interest and CGIAR presence, we argue that focus should 
be in Mexico, Colombia, Peru and the CA4 countries (i.e., 
exclude Brazil). Within these countries, the most important 
farming systems in terms of climate-related and social 
vulnerabilities, farmer incomes and economic 
development are the maize-beans mixed system, the 
mixed systems across the Andes, the extensive livestock 
systems that drive deforestation especially in Colombia, 
and the coffee-based mixed systems that are the main 
source of livelihood for several millions of producers 
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Brazil  208.0  3,452.0  22.524  52.33  83.249  1,218.1  59.83  18.7  
Mexico  142.4  3,698.2  24.922  30.53  26.278  195.1  4.29  17.9  
Colombia  65.0  1,475.3  0.883  13.89  7.692  94.2  4.66  15.6  
Peru  49.4  606.2  1.379  10.96  6.993  46.0  3.39  14.4  
Guatemala  87.6  974.0  1.817  7.15  3.809  28.6  1.58  13.6  
Venezuela  33.2  971.3  0.559  9.97  5.499  64.7  2.23  13.0  
Ecuador  32.5  405.9  1.099  4.97  5.701  38.4  0.87  12.1  
Bolivia  20.4  480.4  0.888  3.77  2.713  48.5  6.11  11.7  
Honduras  40.7  1261.7  1.057  4.85  1.519  15.5  1.19  11.3  
Paraguay  3.2  145.3  0.984  3.25  4.921  63.3  6.28  11.1  
Haiti  50.2  2572.0  0.922  4.04  1.202  7.1  0.07  9.3  
Nicaragua  12.8  149.0  0.607  3.52  1.271  30.7  1.59  9.1  
Cuba  6.9  0.0  0.211  4.55  3.111  23.7  0.37  7.3  
Dom. Republic  9.0  80.1  0.078  2.82  2.176  14.8  0.33  6.7  
El Salvador  10.5  61.0  0.454  1.98  0.786  5.3  0.08  4.9  
Panama  4.8  57.7  0.065  1.33  0.662  8.5  0.44  4.9  
Costa Rica  2.2  43.4  0.011  1.16  1.845  6.5  0.25  4.1  
Guyana  1.7  36.9  0.005  0.26  0.355  2.5  0.22  2.1  
Suriname  1.4  68.6  0.000  0.29  0.121  1.7  0.20  2.1  
 
1 Colors are used to differentiate indicators for each of the impact areas, except gender for which data were not available. We give all indicators equal weight since they all help 
quantify the multidimensional nature of the challenges tackled by the AgriLAC Resiliente initiative. For reference, Table 1 outlines the challenges.   
2 Rank is calculated as the average (with equal weighting for all indicators) rank of each country across all 7 indicators. The higher the rank the greater the potential for impact at 
scale, and hence the higher the priority of the country.  
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This info note summarizes the key challenges 
addressed by the regional initiative ''AgriLAC 
Resiliente'', onto the One CGIAR impact areas; 
across all relevant countries in the region.  
